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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-3,7-9,13,14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Haumont et al (US 20020032032) 

Consider claim 1 . Haumont teaches a method for controlling a cell reselection 
mode of a mobile station while the mobile station resides in a cell comprising: 

determining a cell reselection mode of the mobile station (Haumont teaches 
determining if a service cell should be reselected in paragraphs 5-7) wherein the cell 
reselection mode comprises one or more of (i) whether a cell reselection will be 
autonomous or network-controlled and (ii) the reporting requirements of the mobile 
station (Haumont teaches that the cell reselection can be mobile controlled, i.e. 
autonomous, or network controlled, as shown in paragraphs 20, 27,28 and 29, which 
also results in changed measurement requirements for the mobile, as shown in 
paragraph 28, 29)\ 

determining whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio 
frequency (RF) conditions (Haumont teaches determining RF conditions in paragraphs 
5-7, and 21-22) \ and 
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when the mobile station is experiencing a change in RF conditions, instructing 
the mobile station to change a cell reselection mode used by the mobile station 
(Haumont teaches that the cell reselection is triggered based on the measured 
conditions in paragraphs 5-6. Note that a mobile changing from a mode of operating in 
the current cell to reselecting another serving cell would be changing its cell reselection 
mode). 

As to claim 2, Haumont teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein determining 
whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio frequency (RF) conditions 
comprises: 

evaluating a downlink signal (Haumont teaches evaluating both uplink and 
downlink signals as described in paragraphs 8,21,22)] and 

determining whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio 
frequency (RF) conditions based on the evaluation of the downlink signal (Note that 
Haumont reselects on the basis of changed conditions as described in paragraphs 5- 
8,21,22). 

As to claim 3, Haumont teaches the method of claim 2, wherein evaluating a 
downlink signal comprises: 

determining a signal quality metric associated with the downlink signal (Haumont 
teaches monitoring various quality metrics on the uplink and downlink associated with 
both serving and neighboring cell on paragraph 5)\ 

comparing the signal quality metric to a signal quality metric threshold (Haumont 
paragraphs 8, 23,24) ; and 
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determining whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio 
frequency (RF) conditions based on the comparison (Haumont teaches determining 
reselection i.e. because of changed conditions, based on the results on paragraphs 5-8, 
23,24) . 

As to claim 7, Haumont teaches the method of claim 2, wherein evaluating a 
downlink signal comprises evaluating one or more downlink signals received over an 
evaluation period (Haumont teaches monitoring both serving and neighboring cell 
downlinks on paragraphs 5,21-23). 

As to claim 8, Haumont teaches the method of claim 1, wherein determining 
whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio frequency (RF) conditions 
comprises: 

evaluating an uplink signal (Haumont teaches evaluating both uplink and 
downlink signals as described in paragraphs 8,21,22)]] and 

determining whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio 
frequency (RF) conditions based on the evaluation of the uplink signal (Note that 
Haumont reselects on the basis of changed conditions as described in paragraphs 5- 
8,21,22) . 

As to claim 9, Haumont teaches the method of claim 8, wherein evaluating a 
downlink signal comprises: 

determining a signal quality metric associated with the uplink signal (Haumont 
teaches monitoring various quality metrics on the uplink and downlink associated with 
both serving and neighboring cell on paragraph 5)] 
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comparing the signal quality metric to a signal quality metric threshold (Haumont 
paragraphs 8, 23,24); and 

determining whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio 
frequency (RF) conditions based on the comparison (Haumont teaches determining 
reselection i.e. because of changed conditions, based on the results on paragraphs 5-8, 
23,24). 

As to claim 13, Haumont teaches the method of claim 8, wherein evaluating an 
uplink signal comprises evaluating one or more uplink signals received over an 
evaluation period (Haumont teaches monitoring various quality metrics on the uplink 
and downlink associated with both serving and neighboring cell on paragraph 5). 

As to claim 14, Haumont teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein instructing the 
mobile station to switch a cell reselection mode used by the mobile station comprises 
when the evaluation of the downlink signal indicates an improvement of radio frequency 
(RF) conditions experienced by the mobile station (Haumont see paragraph 13), 
instructing the mobile station to lengthen a reporting period associated with a cell 
reselection mode used by the mobile station (Haumont see paragraphs 13-15). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 15-17,21-23, 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Haumont. 

Consider claim 1 5. Haumont teaches a network controller comprising: 
storing a default cell reselection mode associated with a cell serviced by the 
network controller (Haumont teaches a network controller shown as RNS in figure 1. 
Note that Haumont teaches Network reselection modes associated with cells which 
control the measurement reporting of all mobiles in a cell, as described in paragraphs 
27-31. Haumont teaches setting a default reselection mode for all mobiles in a cell in 
paragraph 30); and 

the controller determining a cell reselection mode of a mobile station located in 
the cell (Note that a cell reselection mode of a mobile would simply determine whether 
the mobile remained in its current serving cell or reselected another serving cell. Note 
also that Haumont teaches network control of the mobile cell reselection process 
paragraphs 27-31) wherein the cell reselection mode comprises one or more of (i) 



Application/Control Number: 10/796,326 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2618 

whether a cell reselection will be autonomous or network-controlled and (ii) the reporting 
requirements of the mobile station (Haumont teaches that the cell reselection can be 
mobile controlled, i.e. autonomous, or network controlled, as shown in paragraphs 20, 
27,28 and 29, which also results in changed measurement requirements for the mobile, 
as shown in paragraph 28, 29) 

determines whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio 
frequency (RF) conditions (Haumont teaches determining if a service cell should be 
reselected in paragraphs 5-7)\ and 

when the mobile station is experiencing a change in RF conditions, instructs the 
mobile station to change a cell reselection mode (Haumont teaches that the cell 
reselection is triggered i.e. the mobile enters the cell reselection process, based on the 
measured conditions in paragraphs 5-6. Note that a mobile changing from a mode of 
operating in the current cell to reselecting another serving cell would be changing its cell 
reselection mode). 

Haumont teaches a Radio Network Controller (Haumont fig 1, RNC), but lacks a 
teaching of the controller including a processor and memory for storing and executing 
control. Official Notice is taken that it is notoriously well known in the art to use 
processor and memory in radio network controllers. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Haumont to include a memory and processor in the radio network controller in order to 
store and execute the control with readily available equipment. 
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As to claim 16, Haumont teaches the network controller of claim 15, wherein the 
processor determines whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio 
frequency (RF) conditions by evaluating a downlink signal quality metric associated with 
a downlink signal (Haumont teaches evaluating both uplink and downlink signals as 
described in paragraphs 8,21,22) and determines whether the mobile station is 
experiencing a change in radio frequency (RF) conditions based on the evaluation (Note 
that Haumont reselects on the basis of changed conditions as described in paragraphs 
5-8,21,22).. 

As to claim 17, Haumont teaches the network controller of claim 16, wherein the 
processor evaluates the signal quality metric by comparing the signal quality metric to a 
signal quality metric threshold (Haumont teaches monitoring various quality metrics 
against thresholds on the uplink and downlink associated with both serving and 
neighboring cell on paragraph 5, 8, 23,24) and further determines whether the mobile 
station is experiencing a change in radio frequency (RF) conditions based on the 
comparison (Haumont teaches determining reselection i.e. because of changed 
conditions, based on the results on paragraphs 5-8, 23,24) . 

As to claim 21 , Haumont teaches the network controller of claim 16, wherein the 
processor evaluates a downlink signal quality metric by evaluating downlink signal 
quality metrics over an over an evaluation period (Haumont teaches monitoring both 
serving and neighboring cell downlinks on paragraphs 5,21-23). 

As to claim 22, Haumont teaches the network controller of claim 15, wherein the 
processor determines whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio 
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frequency (RF) conditions by evaluating an uplink signal quality metric associated with 
an uplink signal (Haumont teaches evaluating both uplink and downlink signals as 
described in paragraphs 8,21,22) and determines whether the mobile station is 
experiencing a change in radio frequency (RF) conditions based on the evaluation. 
(Note that Haumont reselects on the basis of changed conditions as described in 
paragraphs 5-8,21,22) . 

As to claim 23, Haumont teaches the network controller of claim 22, wherein the 
processor evaluates the uplink signal quality metric by comparing the uplink signal 
quality metric to a signal quality metric threshold (Haumont teaches monitoring various 
quality metrics on the uplink and downlink associated with both serving and neighboring 
cells against thresholds on paragraphs 5, 8,23,24) and further determines whether the 
mobile station is experiencing a change in radio frequency (RF) conditions based on the 
comparison (Haumont teaches determining reselection i.e. because of changed 
conditions, based on the results on paragraphs 5-8, 23,24). 

As to claim 27, Haumont teaches the network controller of claim 22, wherein the 
processor evaluates an uplink signal quality metric by evaluating uplink signal quality 
metrics over an evaluation period (Haumont teaches monitoring various quality metrics 
on the uplink and downlink associated with both serving and neighboring cell on 
paragraph 5). 

As to claim 28, Haumont teaches the network controller of claim 15, wherein the 
processor instructs the mobile station to switch a cell reselection mode used by the 
mobile station comprises by, when the evaluation of the downlink signal indicates an 
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improvement of radio frequency (RF) conditions experienced by the mobile station 
(Haumont see paragraph 13), instructing the mobile station to lengthen a reporting 
period associated a cell reselection mode used by the mobile station (Haumont see 
paragraphs 13-15). 

As to claim 29, Haumont as applied to claim 15 teaches the network controller 
comprising a Base Station Controller (Haumont paragraph 74), a Packet Control 
Function (Haumont teaches a packet control channel as described in paragraph 21), 
and a Packet Control Unit (Haumont, note that an SGSN (serving GPRS support node) 
provides control for the packet system, see figure 1). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 4-6, 10-12, 18-20 and 24-26 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Consider claim 4. The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
method of claim 2, wherein evaluating a downlink signal comprises: determining a 
signal quality metric associated with the downlink signal; determining an uplink coding 
scheme based the signal quality metric; and determining whether the mobile station is 
experiencing a change in radio frequency (RF) conditions based on the determined 
uplink coding scheme. 

Consider claim 10. The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
method of claim 8, wherein evaluating an uplink signal comprises: determining a signal 
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quality metric associated with the uplink signal; determining an uplink coding scheme 
based the signal quality metric; and determining whether the mobile station is 
experiencing a change in radio frequency (RF) conditions based on the determined 
uplink coding scheme. 

Consider claim 18. The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
network controller of claim 16, wherein the processor evaluates the signal quality metric 
by determining an uplink coding scheme based the signal quality metric and further 
determines whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio frequency (RF) 
conditions based on the determined uplink coding scheme. 

Consider claim 24. The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
network controller of claim 22, wherein the processor evaluates the uplink signal quality 
metric by determining an uplink coding scheme based on the uplink signal quality metric 
and further determines whether the mobile station is experiencing a change in radio 
frequency (RF) conditions based on the determined uplink coding scheme. 

Regarding claims 5,6,1 1 ,12, 25 and 26, note that while Haumont does teach the 
network controlling the level of autonomy in the mobile, as described in paragraph 29, 
Haumont does not teach that is based on the determined RF conditions, and in fact 
specifically has non-performance related criteria which control the level of mobile 
autonomy in certain situations, as described in paragraphs 33-38. 

Consider claim 5. The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
method of claim 2, wherein instructing the mobile station to change a cell reselection 
mode used by the mobile station comprises: when the evaluation of the downlink signal 
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indicates a deterioration of radio frequency (RF) conditions experienced by the mobile 
station and the mobile station is using an autonomous cell reselection mode, instructing 
the mobile station to switch to a network-controlled cell reselection mode; and when the 
evaluation of the downlink signal indicates an improvement of radio frequency (RF) 
conditions experienced by the mobile station and the mobile station is using a network- 
controlled cell reselection mode, instructing the mobile station to switch to an 
autonomous cell reselection mode. 

Consider claim 6. The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
method of claim 2, wherein changing a cell reselection mode of the mobile station 
comprises when the evaluation of the downlink signal indicates an improvement of radio 
frequency (RF) conditions experienced by the mobile station and the mobile station is 
using an autonomous cell reselection mode that requires reporting, instructing the 
mobile station to switch to an autonomous cell reselection mode that does not require 
reporting. 

Consider claim 1 1 . The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
method of claim 8, wherein changing a cell reselection mode of the mobile station 
comprises: when the evaluation of the uplink signal indicates a deterioration of radio 
frequency (RF) conditions experienced by the mobile station and the mobile station is 
using an autonomous cell reselection mode, instructing the mobile station to switch to a 
network-controlled cell reselection mode; and when the evaluation of the uplink signal 
indicates an improvement of radio frequency (RF) conditions experienced by the mobile 
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station and the mobile station is using a network-controlled cell reselection mode, 
instructing the mobile station to switch to an autonomous cell reselection mode. 

Consider claim 12. The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
method of claim 8, wherein changing a cell reselection mode of the mobile station 
comprises when the evaluation of the uplink signal indicates an improvement of radio 
frequency (RF) conditions experienced by the mobile station and the mobile station is 
using an autonomous cell reselection mode that requires reporting, instructing the 
mobile station to switch to an autonomous cell reselection mode that does not require 
reporting. 

Consider claim 19. The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
network controller of claim 16, wherein the processor instructs the mobile station to 
change a cell reselection mode used by the mobile station by, when the evaluation of 
the downlink signal quality metric indicates a deterioration of radio frequency (RF) 
conditions experienced by the mobile station and the mobile station is using an 
autonomous cell reselection mode, instructing the mobile station to switch to a network- 
controlled cell reselection mode, and when the evaluation of the downlink signal quality 
metric indicates an improvement of radio frequency (RF) conditions experienced by the 
mobile station and the mobile station is using a network-controlled cell reselection 
mode, instructing the mobile station to switch to an autonomous cell reselection mode. 

Consider claim 20. The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
network controller of claim 16, wherein the processor instructs the mobile station to 
change a cell reselection mode used by the mobile station by when the evaluation of 



Application/Control Number: 10/796,326 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2618 

the downlink signal quality metric indicates an improvement of radio frequency (RF) 
conditions experienced by the mobile station and the mobile station is using an 
autonomous cell reselection mode that requires reporting, instructing the mobile station 
to switch to an autonomous cell reselection mode that does not require reporting. 

Consider claim 25. The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
network controller of claim 22, wherein the processor instructs the mobile station to 
change a cell reselection mode used by the mobile station by, when the evaluation of 
the uplink signal quality metric indicates a deterioration of radio frequency (RF) 
conditions experienced by the mobile station and the mobile station is using an 
autonomous cell reselection mode, instructing the mobile station to switch to a network- 
controlled cell reselection mode, and when the evaluation of the uplink signal quality 
metric indicates an improvement of radio frequency (RF) conditions experienced by the 
mobile station and the mobile station is using a network-controlled cell reselection 
mode, instructing the mobile station to switch to an autonomous cell reselection mode. 

Consider claim 26. The nearest prior art as shown in Haumont fails to teach the 
network controller of claim 22, wherein the processor instructs the mobile station to 
change a cell reselection mode used by the mobile station by, when the evaluation of 
the uplink signal quality metric indicates an improvement of radio frequency (RF) 
conditions experienced by the mobile station and the mobile station is using an 
autonomous cell reselection mode that requires reporting, instructing the mobile station 
to switch to an autonomous cell reselection mode that does not require reporting. 

Response to Amendment 
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7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3,7-9,13-17,21-23,27-29 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

8. Applicant alleges that Haumont fails to teach the autonomous and network 
controlled reselection modes, and mobile reporting requirements of the added 
limitations, however as has been shown in the new rejection statements above, 
Haumont clearly teaches the new limitations. 

Conclusion 

9. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Philip J Sobutka whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7887. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30am - 5:00pm. 

12. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew D. Anderson can be reached on 571-272-4177. 

13. The current fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

On July 15. 2005 , the Central FAX Number will change to 571-273-8300. 
This new Central FAX Number is the result of relocating the Central FAX 
server to the Office's Alexandria, Virginia campus. 

Most facsimile-transmitted patent application related correspondence is 
required to be sent to the Central FAX Number. To give customers time to 
adjust to the new Central FAX Number, faxes sent to the old number (703- 
872-9306) will be routed to the new number until September 15, 2005. 
After September 1 5. 2005 . the old number will no longer be in service and 
571-273-8300 will be the only facsimile number recognized for "centralized 
delivery". 

CENTRALIZED DELIVERY POLICY: For patent related correspondence, 
hand carry deliveries must be made to the Customer Service Window (now 
located at the Randolph Building, 401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 
22314), and facsimile transmissions must be sent to the Central FAX 
number, unless an exception applies. For example, if the examiner has 
rejected claims in a regular U.S. patent application, and the reply to the 
examiner's Office action is desired to be transmitted by facsimile rather 
than mailed, the reply must be sent to the Central FAX Number. 



14. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



(571)272-7887 



Philip Sobutka 




